(”/ /IaY nAdg

A
N/ w40 Yy
< w2 vy
g 0285 % 74 \

br Ap? 72 5 977

<, YN
/

A

ARB1963 e J0 BIYD
UOISSILILICY) SUO[BIHENLLLIOY RIGPE

f / 7/ €002 9 & 834

Q3AI3034

Q374 34T B0 3abvd X3



Sharon Jenkins - Please dave UNE-Platform

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Amber Beres

Michael Copps

Thu, Feb 13,2003 9:23 AM
Please dave UNE-Platform

Page 1

EX PARTE OR | ATE FILED
RECEIVED
FEB 2 6 2003

Federal Communications Commission
Office of the Secretary
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EX PARTE OF L ATE FILED

RECEIVED
Access/ ne

FEB 2 6 2003

Faderal Communicetions Commission
Office of the Secretary

February 5", 2003

Dear Commissioner Michael Copps:
l ask your support for the continued availability of the “UNE-Platform.”

My coinpany, Access One, offers local telephone service in select SBC territories. The
company has achieved increasing success largely because it utilizes the combination of
“unbundled network elements”— the UNE-Platform -t o serve customers. It is absolutely
crilical that we have continued access to the WE-Platform to remain competitive.

Unfortunately. the Regional Bell Operating Companies have launched a full-scale attack
onthe LINE-Platform, realizing it is a major threat to their continued market dominance.
Their strategy is to impose certain restrictions on individual network elements that would
destroy the competitive value of the UNE-Platform. [f the RBOCs succeed, it will all but
end any chance for consumers to enjoy the benetits of meaningful competition in local

phone service.

Please oppose any ¢ffort al the Federal Comymunications Comimission or at stafte agencies
to fimit the availability of the UNE-Platform. The UNE-Plattorm should he firmly and
permanentl) established as a viable service option lor competitive telecom carriers.

Thank you very much for your titne and attention to this important matter

Sincerely,

Amber Beres
Technical Service Representative
Access One Incorporated
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From: Angela Bingham

To: Michael Copps

Date: Tue, Feb 11,2003 12:59 PM
Subject: UNE-Platform

<<UNE-Platform Letter Michael Copps.doc>>
Thanks,

Angie Bingham
AccessOne Inc.

820 W. Jackson Blvd
Chicago, L 60607
312 441 9950

312 441 1010fax
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RECEIVED
FEB ¢ § 2003

Federal Communications Commission
Office of the Secretary

Page 1
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February 11", 2003

Dear Commissioner Michael Copps:
I ask your support for the continued availability o f the “UNE-Platform.”

My company, Access One, offers local telephone service in select SBC territories. The
company has achieved increasing success largely because it utilizes the combination of
“unbundled iietwork elements’— the UNE-Platform - to serve customers. It is absolutely
critical that we have continued access to the UNE-Platform to remain competitive.

Unfortunately, the Regional Bell Operating Companies have launched a full-scale attack
on the UNE-Platform, realizingit is a major threat to their continued market dominance.
Their strategy is to impose certain restrictions on individual network elements that would
destroy the competitive value ofrhe UNE-Platform. Ifthe RBOCs succeed, it will all but
end any chance for consumers to enjoy the benefits of meaningful competition in local
phone service.

Please oppese any elfort it the Federal Communications Commission or at state agencics
to fimit the availability of the UNE-Plattorm. 1he UNE-Platform should be firmly and
permanently established as a viable service option for competitive telecom carriers.

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

Angela Bingham
Audit Analyst
Access One Incorporated
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From: ANIguy@aol.com

To: Michael Copps

Date: Thu, Feb 86, 2003 10:37 AM
Subject: SAVE UNE-P AS IS PLEASE!

Febuary 06,2003

Dear Commissioner Copps:
I ask your support for the continued availability of the bUNE-Platform b

I am a consumer who uses Talk America, which offers local telephone service in a few states
{MILNY.NJ,PA }. The company has achieved increasing success largely because it utilizes the combination
of bunbundled network elementsb b the UNE-Platform -to serve customers. Itis absolutely critical that
competitive local carriers have continued access to the UNE-Platform to remain competitive, and benefit

consumers.

Unfortunately, the Regional Bell Operating Companies have launched a full-scale attack on the
UNE-Platform. realizing it is a major threat to their continued market dominance. Their strategy is to
impose certain restrictions on individual network elements that would destroy the competitive value of the
UNE-Platform. If the RBOCs succeed, it will all but end any chance for consumers to enjoy the benefits of
meaningful competition in local phone service.

Please oppose any effort that will limit the availability of the UNE-Platform. The UNE-Platform should be
firmly and permanently established as a viable service option for competitive telecom carriers.

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this important matter

Sincerely

Thomas J Hendricks


mailto:ANlguy@aol.com
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From: aron nudell

To: commissioner Adelstein. KM KJIMWEB, Michael Copps. Kathleen Abernathy. Mike
Powell

Date: Wed, Feb 5,2003 8:00 PM

Subject: Keep UNE-P going.

[2/05/2003]

Dear (Commissioner, Representative, Senator):

| ask your support for the continued availability of the UNE-Platform

My company, Global Link, LLC.. offers local telephone service in Baltimore, Md. The company has
achieved increasing success largely because it utilizes the combination of unbundled network elements
the UNE-Platform -to serve customers. It is absolutely critical that we have continued access to the
UNE-Platform to remain competitive.

Unfortunately, the Regional Bell Operating Companies have launched a full-scale attack on the
UNE-Platform, realizing it is @ major threat to their continued market dominance. Their strategy is to
impose certain restrictions on individual network elements that would destroy the competitive value of the
UNE-Platform. If the RBOCs succeed, it will all but end any chance for consumers to enjoy the benefits of
meaningful competition in local phone service.

Please oppose any effort that will limit the availability of the UNE-Platform. The UNE-Platform should be
firmly and permanently established as a viable service option for competitive telecom carriers.

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this important matter
Sincerely,
Aron Nudell

V.P Global Link, LLC.

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Mail Plus - Powerful. Affordable. Sign up now
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From: beth@ecehca org

To: Kathleen Abernathy, Michael Copps, KM KIMWEB, Mike Powell, Commissioner
Adelstein. ncg5@pacbell net

Date: Wed, Feb 12,2003 2 51 PM

Subject: phone monopoly

Message from turn webmaster

1 main

Dear FCC Commissioner:
Elimination of competitive access to
wholesale phone networks

will kill local competition and leave
consumers with the worst of both
worlds, an unregulated monopoly
Please reject the Bells self serving
proposals to eliminate

the UNE-Ps, which would pave the
way for a bigger, meaner phone
monopoly unrestrained by regulatory
oversight.

Sincerely,
Generated by :

EasyForm - Copyright 1999 by Thomas J. Delorme
http://getperl.virtualave.net


http://getperl
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From: Bill Oberlin

To: Michael Copps

Date: Thu, Feb 6, 2003 3.06 PM
Subject: UNE-P rules

Dear Commissioner Copps.

<<FCC letter- Copps.doc>>
Please take a few minutesto read this letter Thank You!
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February 5,2003

Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Commissioner:

As you know, there are varying opinions regardingthe integrity of UNE-P federal regulation and
ifit does in fact benefit consumers through investment, innovation and competition throughout
all telecommunications markets. The answer isyes, and BullsEye Telecom along with our
customers can validate its benefits.

BullsEye Telecom acquired over 1,000 T1 and DSL data customers in the Metropolitan Detroit
area between 1999 and 2000 by offering services the ILECs have chosen not to provide - such as
metered T1 hilling and Target Reports both of which track the amount and type of Internet usage.
We then responded to the changes in the telecommunications market and embarked on our next
unigue service offering that would complete the needs of our current and future customers- local
and long distance telephone service. Offerinp local services via the UNE-P platform and basing
our business plan on these rules originated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, we've spent
millions of dollars and copious amounts of human talent/resources in developing systems and
tools that will benefit the small to medium sired husiness owner- a large market segment which
is continually overlooked and under-served by ILECs. Our motivation to satisfy our customers
and the technological innovations that have been achieved include:

Advanced Systems
e "Electronically integrated" hack-offlice that includes automated provisioning, order entry and

tracking with the ILEC — giving our customers the services they want with no
interruptions during the transition

e Integrated billing system that automatically downloads a customers order once provisioning
is complete - ensuring 100% hilling accuracy on invoices that are easy to understand
AND can he viewed and paid on-line

e With these systems there is little need for human intervention- decreasing the chance of
human error

Innovative Services
e Call Detail Records {CDRs) can he received with the invoice via the US mail, or accessed
on-line to view, download and sort in ways that make sense for our customer to analyze
calling patterns
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e Specialized reponing analyzes a customer's usage by line and/or by account in order to map
calling patterns, determine if they are utilizing services to their full potential or to make
recommendations for change

e On-line account management that allows a customer to move, add or change service
configurations 24-hours a day

Increased Customer Service
e All in-bound calls into Customer Service are answered, by a human, via a team often
representatives supporting over 30,000 telephone lines

e Repair records are tracked and analyzed to determine if there is an outstanding repair or a
pattern of repeated requests surrounding a common issue

Value
e Typically, we save customers up to 30% on their telephone bills while providing the extra
customer services and benefits they don't receive from the ILECs

It is this innovation and customer satisfaction that has lead to our growth and is making
BullsEye Telecom not only the provider o fchoice for the small and medium sized business in the
former five-state Ameritech region, but also a national provider for multi-location corporations.
This unique niche has been made possible due to our abilities to provide corporate billing and a
seamless transition of services across stafe and ILEC borders. In addition, because we can
provide local, local toll and long distance services we give corporations consolidated invoices,
summarized reporting and the convenience of having one point of contact for all their
telecommunication needs.

BullsEye Telecom has successfully given our customers innovative, affordable services they
nced to effectively manage their business. 1f you were to change UNE-P regulations
innovation may stop, competition may be impaired and in many cases these small and
medium size businesses will no longer have a choice. The fact is that ILECs -regardless of
their large financial and human resources— will not spend the time or money like BullsEye
Telecom has to meet the needs of these business owners.

Inconclusion, it would be a gross injustice to the consumers ofthe United States to revoke
any aspect of UNE-P regulations or that part of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. You
will be forcing consumers to go back lothe ILECs, to give up unique sewice and to pay
higher fees for substandard service. Inan already strapped economy, Ifiad it hardto
believe the FCC would find this in the best interest of the consumer.

Sincerely,

William H. Oberlin
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CEO
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From: Blair Levin. Rebecca Arbogast, 8 David Kaut
Date: Wed, Feb 5, 2003 11:33 AM
Subject: UNE Triennial Review: Nothing is Over Until Three Say It's Over

> UNE Triennial Review: Nothing is Over Until Three Say It's Over (full note
> below)

> * We believe the FCC is likely soon to provide the Bells with a road map

> to substantial wholesale

> phone regulation relief at the expense of AT&T, WorldCom and other UNE-P
> providers, though it

> may not happen as quickly as some expect as the process plays out in the
> states and courts.

> * Some facilities-based CLECs could score modest gains, in our view,

> including through improved

> Bell provisioning and greater access to high-capacity lines at discounted

> prices.

> * We believe the Bells will receive important incentives to deploy fiber

> further out from their central

> offices and expand broadband services, though we doubt the FCC will

> eliminate line sharing,

> which would be good news for COVD.

> * We stress that the situation remains fluid and that many of the issues

> are interrelated,

> complicating compromise efforts - and specific predictions - because

> changes in one area can

> affect apparent agreements in another.

> * Given the complexities, the FCC may vote on an order and issue a summary
> of the decision by

> Feb. 20, without revealing key details until the full text is released in

> the following weeks.
>

> <<UNE Review 205 pdf>=> <<Bell line-count attachment 205.pdf>>
>

> Blair Levin

> blevin@leggmason.com

> 202-778-1595

>

> Daniel Zito

> dezito@leggmason.com

> 410-454-4333

>

> Michael Balhoff, CFA

> mbalhoff@leggmason.com
> 410-454-4842

>

> Rebecca Arbogast

> rarbogast@leggmason.cOm
> 202-778-1978

>

> David Kaut

> dpkaut@leggmason.com

> 202-778-4341

IMPORTANT: The security of electronic mail sent through the Internet
is not guaranteed. Legg Mason therefore recommends that you do not
send confidential information to us via electronic mail, including social


mailto:blevin@leggmason.com
mailto:dezito@leggmason.com
mailto:mbalhoff@leggmason.com
mailto:rarbogast@leggmason.cOm
mailto:dpkaut@leggmason.com
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security numbers, account numbers, and personal identification numbers

Delivery and timely delivery, of electronic mail is also not

guaranteed. Legg Mason therefore recommends that you do not send time-sensitive
or action-oriented messages to us via electronic mail, including

authorization to "buy" or "sell" a security or instructions to conduct any

other financial transaction. Such requests, orders or instructions will

not be processed until Legg Mason can confirm your instructions or

obtain appropriate written documentation where necessary.
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UNE Triennial Review: Nothing isOver Until Three Say lt's

MASON Eei{
February 5,2003
Brar Levin blevin@leggmason com {202)778-1595
Daniel Zilo dezilo@leggmason.com {4107454-4333
Michaet J Balhett, CFA mbalhof@leggmason com {4101454-4842
Dawd Kaul dpkauli@leggmasen. com (202)778-4341

* We believe the FCC islikely soon to provide the Bells with aroad map tosubstantial wholesale
phone regulation relief attheexpense of AT &T,WorldCom and other UNE-P providers. though it
may not happen asquickly assome expect asthe process plays out inthe states and courts.

Some facilities-based CLECs could score modest gains, inourview. including through improved
Bell provisioning and greater access tohigh-capacity lines atdiscounted prices.

* We believe the Bells will receive important incentives todeploy fiber further outfrom their central
offices and expand broadband services. though we doubt the FCC willeliminate linesharing.
which would be good news for COVD.

° ¥Westress that the situation remains fluid and that many ofthe issues are interrelated.

complicating compromise efforts -and specific predictions -because changes inone area can

affect apparent agreements inanother.

Given the compiexlties. the FCC may vote onanorder and issue asummary ofthedecision by

Feb. 20, without revealing key details until the full textisreleased inthefollowing weeks.

LINTRODUCTION

I's not often inthis job that one lakes mspiralion from Ihe John Belushi character ofBlute in“Animal House."
Butinhearing the reports ofsome that the Federal Communications Commission's decision-making process in
the Unbundled Nelwecrk Element (UNE) Triennial Review istasically overasapraclical matter. we couldn't

help but think ofBlute's immortal comment that “nothing is over untilwe say it's over." Inthis case, we think it's

not over untilthree say itsover. Wernean thisintwo ways First. theFCC must find three commissioners who
agree onthedetails ofthe plan. This will obviously happen atsaome point, but asyet. there's no majerity ona

host ofcrilical issues Second. there are three layers ofgovernment that will make the rules from here cnout:

the FCC, the states, and the courts. Until they have each completed their reviews, there isncl certainty as to

the new architectuse oftelecom competition. Details andprocess do matter. particularly inthis proceeding.

This isnottosay that we Cannot project who the basic winners and losers will be.Althe30.000-fool level

relative telhe Current rules, we believe the Bells and some mid-sized incumbent local exchange Carriers
(ILECs) willwin, theinterexchange carriers (IXCs} and UNE-P-based localcompelitors (CLECs) willlose, and
facilities-based CLECs will have some modest wins and losses. depending ontheir particular market Strategy.
This basic direction. @s w& have noted, has been apparent since the beginning ofthe proceeding and we
believe the markel hastosome exlent incorporated thatunderstanding. However, Incurview, the UNE
decisions are important notjustforwho wins and loses but for how and when the costs and benefits tolhe
parties arerealized and forhow new opportunities and threats forthe industry arecreated

More specifically, our bottom-line projections remain nhine wilh what we wrote inour December piece. the
"Current State ofPlay of UNE-P"™ thatihe Bells are likely logain significant relief inscaling back the use of
unbundled switching atcurrent discounts -effectively raising thewholesale price forthe UNE platform (UNE-P)
-though we also think Iherelief might not beasquick or¢lean as others believe. From acapital-markets
perspective, we think the proceeding should beevaluated byitsimpact ontheconsumer and small business
voice markets. large business markets. and broadband markets.

*As lothe residential and small-business voice markets. our understanding isthe initial draft ofthe decision
would quickly eliminate thecurrent UNE-P regime and provide thestates atightly prescribed role.We believe
push-back fromsome commissioners will result inthe transition being longer andthe state role greater lhan
contemplated bythedran. Nonetheless, we think inthe énd thatlUNE-P, atitscurrent prices, likely will be
phased outinmany markets Wealsodonot believe thatthe Commission will create aregulalory regime that
willenable & viable mass-market UNE-L (loop) strategy, where new entrants provide Iheirown switching but
stilliease UL BellOOPS. Asaresull. AT&T (T} Worldcom (WCOEQ, MCWEQ) and other UNE-P providers will

Altrelevant disclosures appear onthelastpage(s) ofthis report Page 1
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face adifficult future intheconsumer and small-business market. and the Bells, by having abetter all-distance
bundle, are likely lobedominant, particularly inresidential wired lelephony. inourview. We arenevertheless
skeptical that IThe looming UNE-P changes will significantly spur Bellinvestment innew facilities.

'Astolhelarge business markets, our understanding isthe draft item would. among other things, facilitate the
ability ofthe IXCs and CLECs tosubstitute useofdiscounted UNEs forspecial-access services. This potential
change would beapositive forAT &T,WorldCom and the CLECs, and anegative forthe Bells. However. we
think this pan ofthe draft islikely tobe substantially changed inaway thatwilllessen the potential benefits o
AT &Tand WorldCom aswell asthe potential costs tothe Bells while preserving benefits forfacilities-based
CLECs inurban business markets. The benefits tosome CLECs could also be diminished, and gains tothe
Bells and other CLECs could beincreased by proposed changes thatwould lead totheelimination @f
inter-office transport asalUNE insome. largely business. markets.

'As tothe broadband markel (which isasubset ofboth theconsumer and business markets). we believe the
draft item would significantly improve lhe Bells' regulatory position when they deploy fiber intheir networks
While there isstilldebate about thedetails ofthe proposal. we think the Bells wilf gain much oftherelief thev
seek. which should help encourage Bellinvestment.

Weempha size the fluid nature ofthedebate and need fortrade-offs asthe Commission closes ingna
decision The status ofthe UNE proceeding isdiscussed inmore detail below.

ILTIMING

FCC commissioners considering draft

The UNE proposal. drafted bythestaffofthe FCC's Wireline Competition Bureau atthedirection ofthe
chairman, isnow with the other commissioners. The commissioners' offices have been studying the document
which weighs inatabout 400 pages, and are now providing input

Decision targeted ferFeb. 13 meeting.

The chairman ispushing the other cemmussioners tovote on the issue atthe monthly FCC meeting scheduled
for February 13 The Commission istorelease itsplanned meeting agenda late inthe day onFeb. 6 Atthis
time, we believe itlikely thal the Commission will vole on the issue by the Feb. 13 meeting orby Feb. 20, when
arelated court stayexpires. though thechance ofslippage isnot trivial.

Details ofdecision might notbeknown right away.

There is asignificani possibility that the Commission will vote onanorder andissue apress release by Feb. 20
without releasing the fulltext oftheilem for some time Insuch anevenl. itcould bethat critical details affecting
thetiming and extent ofthe UNE-P phase-out, the role oftheslates. and other issues will not be known until
thefulltexlisreleased. possibly several weeks later

I1l.KEY ISSUES TO WATCH

A.The Consumer and Small Business Voice Market (UNE-P).

While we believe there isaconsensus atthe Commission that UNE-P should be scaled back. there is
disagreement over how itshould be done. Among the issues IheCommission must address are thefollowing:

Economic Impairment: Market definition and standard.

The starting point ofthe FCC's inquiry Istodetermine where lack ofunbundled access toan ILEC network
element would impair acompetitor One hey debate isbetween those who believe there isvirtually no local
markel where the lack ofunbundled access loan ILEC switch would economically impair acompetitor. and
those who don't. (Unbundled access gives CLECs theability tolease out ILEC elements under the FCC's
"TELRIC methodology, which bases costs on theforward-looking costs of anefficient network. notthe
generally much higher historical costs ofexisting networks.) We believe the Commission will eventually find
thatthere are some markets where economic impairment exists. atteast presumptively. and the question is

where 1odraw the line(s}.

Wenote. however. adoption ofasub-national framework would not necessarily Constitute much ofavictory for
IXCs and CLECs. We believe the Bell strategy involves opening the door lor greater state discretion and
continuation of UNE-P inmore rural areas, where |here are fewer lines and less incentive for UNE-P
competition. Forexample. while thedraft item apparently looks ateconomic impairment Onanational basis.
one alternalive Ihalhas been discussed would presumptively eliminate unbundled switching (andthus Ihe
current UNE-P pricing regime) formarkets served by central officeswith more than25.000 lines. keep

All relevant disclosures appear on the last page(s) ofthis repornt Page 2
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unbundled switching for markets Served bycentral officeswith less than 5,000 lines. and givethestates amore
significant roleintheimpairment analysis forthose markets served bycentral offices wilh between 5,000 and
25.000 lines. Ifthatwere the decision, unbundled switching/UNE-P would basically beeliminated for50% of
Bell lines {1 e ,the urban and major suburban areas). maintained for8% oflines (rural areas), and besubject to
state reviews for about 32% oflines Ismall-town and outer suburban areas). So.the key issues, ifsuch a
framework isadopted, arewhere the FCC draws the upper and lower limits affecting Lhe residential markets
and the gurdance itgives the states about evalualing impairment inlhe gray area inthe middle: What are the
standards? Are they binding? Who shoulders Iheburden of proof?

Wenote that lhere areanumber ofrural areas where. due tothe low retail rates and the higher costs ofdaoing
business. UNE-P isanuneconomic platform even under current regulations Further, lhere aremarkets.
generally business districts. where the ability toaggregate lines significantly reduces the barriers to UNE-L
competition. We hear that one framework being discussed would utilize current zone-density definitions. with
Ihephase-out ofunbundled switching being faster inthe higher density zones. (Even inits 1998 order, theFCC
created anunbundled switching carveout forILECs inthe "Zane Density 1"-major business districts -ptthe
top50 metropolitan areas under certain Conditions) There are also factors, such aswhether theswitch is
connecting toananalog ordigital loop, which the Commission could use toprovide amore granular analysis
demanded bythe D.C. Circuit. Inshort, atramework based on such factors isneither good nor bad forany
industry segment: itishow the framework isfilled inthatmatters.

Another proposal comes from Qwest (Q), which suggests eliminating unbundled switching inayear orless
where there arethree CLECs with switches inaLATA (local access transport area). which would give Qwest
near-term reliefin190fits27 LATAs The proposal was tailored toprovide amore granular analysis thatcould
help sustain illegally, aswell as to attract state regulators' support. While the Qwest framework attracted alot
olattention, itdoes notappear loustohave gathered much momentum, atleast asproposed. Wenole lhal
under Ihedetails cfthe Qwest plan, themarket impact would beroughly the same as aproposal tosimply
eliminate nationally UNE-P inayear inallbutthe most rural areas

Wedon't believe there arethree voles yet forany parlicular plan. butwe believe theFCC islikelytotarget

UNE-P forelimination relatively quickly inbusiness and urban markets while keeping itforrural markets, with
thetiming and process forsuburban residential markets stillup forgrabs. Wenole thal the Commission may
notmake aformal business/residential split, butthat the ine-drawing exercise foreconomic impairment, aswell
asthe performance standards for"hot cuts” (see below). could create adefacto businesslresidential distinction
inwhich business UNE-P isgenerally phased outfaster than residential UNE-P. Inany event, thisline-drawing
exercise isakeyissue lhalwill determine where and how the phase-out of UNE-P atitscurrent prices

proceeds

Operational Impairment: Hot-CUImetrics and remedies.

Asecond key issue iswhat changes the Commission requires inthe hot-cut process bywhich acustomer's line
islranslerred from aBellfILEC switch toaCLEC switch Wedon't believe the draft would materially change Ihe
rules. butwe believe there isCommission Sympathy fordoing more tohelp local competilors transition
cuslomer stotheir own switch. This raises two issues First, what arethe necessary hot-Cut metrics that would
enable aviable UNE-L business model? The industry parties arefarapart onthisissue and we do not yet

sense aconsensus exists atthe Commission onthese details We believe those details are critical towhether
Ihe largest UNE-P competitors -AT &T and WorldCom -Can successfully compete using their own switches.
given their ability and need togenerale mass volumes oforders.

Just assignificant, inourview. iswhat remedy Ihe Commission imposes loran ILEC failure tomeet

performance standards Onhotcuts. Wenole there isaseparate proceeding onlLEC wholesale performance
metrics that the FCC plans toconclude laterthis year. butthe UNE proceeding isalsoexpected toaddress this
issue insome way We have heard that the draft may call forare-imposition of UNE-P ifthemetrics aren't
achieved. Others have argued lhalimprovements inthe hot-Cut process ought tobeapre-condition for
eliminaling Switching from the UNE list. Ifthe Commission adoplts the view that hot-Cut improvements must
precede the UNE-P phase-out, the process fordetermining what improvements are necessary and when they
have been achieved will have amajor impact on how quickly unbundled switching and current UNE-P 1s
phased oul and how well AT & T and WorldCom. among others. can compete inthe residential phone market

This issue affects both thetiming ofthe LINE-P phase-out aswell asthelikelihood ofany UNE-L strategy
While the parties dispute what hot-cut changes would justify mass-market UNE-L efforts by AT &T. WarldCom

and Others ,we doubl thechanges ultimately adopted by the Commission wifl be sufficient tomake such a
Strategy arealislic pusiness proposition. We also believe that the market assigns flitlle, ifany, value lothe

All relevant disclosures appear onthelastpage(s) ofthis report Page 3
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possibility that AT & TorWordCom could compete widely onaUNE-L, basis (largely because there isno
economically efficient, scaleable process bywhich todo soatpresent). lfwe are wrong about gur prediction as
lothe policy, however, and ifthe FCC does provide aglide path bywhich carriers are able tomake UNE-L a
viable option. the decision would be more positive forthe IXCs and more negative forthe Bells than we, and
lhemarket, currently believe islikely. [fwe areright, however. we think AT & Tand WorldCom will have difficulty
surviving against the Bell all-distance bundles intheconsumer market. As noted inour December report. we
think the possibility ofan AT & Twithdrawal from lhe local residential market isawild card for how |he
post-FCC. UNE-P process plays out. Inthose markets where TELRIC-based switching iseliminated. itmay be
that itwill be inthe interest of some Bells and UNE-P providers toagree onacompremise (higher) wholesale
Price that keeps thecompetitors onthe Bell network. but thatremains tobeseen. Inaddition. while there are
economic incentives for AT &Tlostay intheresidential long-distance market and milk its still-large, albeit
eroding. customer base foras long as itcan. there also are political and antitrust reasons why itmay make

wish tomake some public announcements astoabroader retreat from theconsumer market.

State role and preemption.

Another key question the FCC isgrappling with iswhat role the states will have inlUNE-P policies going

forward Our understanding isthatthe draft would largely limit the state role tofadfinding: state regulators
would provide little.ifany, judgment astowhat constitutes the impairment needed takeep network elements
onthe unbundling list We expect thestates togain alarger role through the Commission deliberalions, buta
critical question istheextent towhich. under theFCC guidelines. astate can put off the elimination ofswitc hing
from the LINE-P platform. Afurther 1ssue iswhether astale can respond la FCC elimination ofunbundled
switching by maintaining therequirement wmihalstaie under ilsown authority. While thisinvolves acomplicated
legal analysis, the Commission, ifitso chooses (andwe understand the draft goes inthisdireclion). canmake
itlegally difficult forthe states toretain unbundled swatching.

As apractical matter. the key factforinvestors towatch isthe extent towhich the FCC explicitly limits state
regulators' discretion tomake their own policy determinations as lothe impairmenl finding needed tomaintain
unbundled switching. Whatever the FCC decides, the couris will likely have toseltle the jurisdictional roles, and
while we believe theFCC can ultimately win, itcould be amessy legal and political fight. We also note that
evenifthe FCC succeeds mrestraining thestates onunbundled switching, the states conceivably could
compensate by hitting the Bells/ILECs another UNEs arinthe many other areas they regulate I's alittle like a
balloon. you press inone area and the balloon expands inother areas.

Transition timing and mechanics.

Another setafkey issues arelhose that affect how scon after adetermination ofngimpairment would aCLEC
have totransfer ils customers' service toitsown switch, orstart paying ahigher ratetothe ILEC. There area
number ofissues involved, such aswhether there will be any grandfather provisions forexisting customers
(which we doubt), whether there wilt be restrictions 0N adding new customers (which we think will kick in
quickly) and whether there will be distinctions between "new" and "old" customers (defined by some dale after
the order] interms ofhow much the Bell can charge tokeep thal customer onthe Bell switch. Arelated issue is
whether. there should be an FCC capthal gradually ramps up ofthe cost ofswitching during thetransition
Some are also advocating thattruly new entrants (those not currently inthemarket) should be given adefined
window ofgeveral years touse UNE-P before being required tomove toalUNE-L platform. We think resolution
ofthese issues will depend toagreat extent onhow the other issues areresolved {i e.. thegreater the state
role. the shorter the FCC-mandated transition period islikely tobe), solhese arelikely tobedetermined
towards the end efthe negotiating process.

B.The Business Market.

We believe thedraft could actually improve the ability ofthe IXCs and the CLECs tecompete inthe business
markets, though those provisions are likely to be revised Assuggesled inour December report. the
Commission islikely, ingur view, toprovide some relief tofacilities-based CLECs. Forexample, we understand

thattheFCC islikelytoadopt arulethalmakes itharder forthe ILECs torefuse CLEC loop orders onthe

grounds that "notacilittes™ are available

Another possible change isthat the FCC may increase CLEC discounted UNE access tohigh-capacity lines -
dedicated loops and also combinations ofleops and inter-office transpon known as Enhanced Extended Links
(EELs) Apparently, thedraft would eliminate "commingling” restrictions and replace Current local "use
restrictions" with less-stringent “service eligibility requirements” Ihalwould enable greater use ofhigh-capacity
access CIrGUItS at cheap TELRIC-based prices instead ofimore costly ILEC "special access" sewices This

Al relevant disclosures appear onthe lastpage(s} ofthis report Page 4
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would besignificant, asincreased use ofunbundled high-capacity circuits potentially pressures the Bells'
access revenue Streams while also altering key economic crossovers between Switched access and special
access Weestimate that special access currently provides approximately 10% oftotal Bellrevenues and upto
15% oftotal Bell EBIDTA. We understand thatthe Commission wants tohelp CLECs offer local services
through high-capacity loops and EELs butwithout enabling the IXCs tosignificantly bypass special access for
long-distance traffic. We think there will likely beacompromise that isnotasnegative forthe Bells orashelpful
totheXCs asthedraft gpparently contemplates. Nonetheless. Ihe draft language has putihe Bells onthe
defensive on partoftheitem and could affect thenegotiating process asthe commissioners trytoreach final
agreements

There are other elements ofthedra®t thatcould give the ILECs additional relief. such as allowing interoffice
transport tobeeliminated insome markets. The draft sets two different parameters forthestates todetermine
where lransport should beeliminated apoint-to-paint testfavored bythe CLECs and ageographic-area test
favored bythe Bells. While there isstiladebate onthis, we think the Commission is maving toward relying on
the ponl-to-point test. The likely impact ¢fthis change on IXCs and larger CLECs would not be great, as many
ofthem are already using competitive transport. Infact, some CLECs with significant amounts oflocal fiber (1.2
transport). such as Time Warner Telecom (TWTC). might even benefit from higher ILEC transport prices that
create more compeblive margin Apoinl-to-point testwould also mitigate problems forsmaller CLECs |Ihatare
more heavily dependent on ILEC transport

C.The broadband market.

We think that Ihe Bells are likely to benefit from considerable deregulation oftheir broadband facilities. In
particular. we believe thal Ihe Bells will receive unbundling relief wher ethey deploy new fiber lothe home
(though we have our doubls astohow significant such deployment would be inthe near-to-mid-term,).

While there issome consensus onthe principle ofderegulating the Bells' broadband networks. there isstiil a
considerable debate onthedetails and considerable uncertainly about the legal analysis. particularly asto
impairment. thatwould lead tothe Commission's preferred policy outcome. The key question appears tobe
how tetreat hybrid fiber-copper systems. While the Bells prefer complete deregulation, the CLECs prefer
continued access lothe network elements. regardless oftechnology One framework being discussed 1510
provide the CLECs Ihe functional equivalent ofwhat they have today. interms ofperformance, ataTELRIC
price. But this ideaisratsing questions oftechnical feasibility, Bell criticism ofinadequate investment incentive.
and CLECs objeclions toany cap on data speeds for fiber loops to businesses. We note thatinan interesting
statement issued two days ago onaproposed Verizon (VZ) tariff, FCC Commissioner Kevin Martin suggested
that agency staff erred inapplying TELRIC toanew service He said thatthe TELRIC pricing formula provides
insufficient return lor new infrastructure This suggests tous that Mr. Marlin might be arguing internally on
broadband toguarantee CLEC access but allow the Bells tocharge more than thecurrent TELRIC formula
would provide (we also note Ihe FCC plans toreview TELRIC inthe future). As with the other issues inthis
review. while thegeneral direction isclear, there isnomajority yet forany decision.

We believe the broadband decisions will be the most important forcapital expenditures and the future of
network architecture \We think theFCC islikely loadopl rules that will go along way toward providing the Bells
the broadband reliefthey sought through the Tauzin-Dingell bill. Again, how ever. thedetails will be important
fordetermining lhetiming and the nature ofany new investments.

The draft also contemplates maintaining line-sharing rules. which are particularly important toCovad (COVD),
butitis possible commissioners, inthe horse-trading process, could take steps toincrease lhewholesale prnce
forthe CLEC, which insome states isapparenlly zero ortrivial. We note linesharing would still bevulnerable in
court, where they have already suffered one setback (There isalso apossibility thatthechanges inthe
Iransport rules could negatively affect Covad, though atthis point we think the point-to-point analysis would
mitigate the problem ) The broadband issues presented inthe UNE Triennial Review are pieces ofalarger
broadband puzzle currently before the Commission, including two broadband classification proceedings
(wireline 1elco and cable) thatthe FCC expects lorule onlater this year. To the exlent thattheFCC can point
tosome degree ofexisting intra-modal wireline competition for consumer broadband services. which
line-sharing facilitates. itwill make itsomewhat easier for the Commission tocontinue down the path of
reclassifying wireline telco broadband transmission as aTitle 1service, and possibly relax the
nondiscriminatory —access safeguards that unaffiliated 1SPs currently enjoy

D. Trade-ofk key toreaching final decision

One Criticalelement toafinal FCC decision istheinter-relalionships ofthe issues, inourview. Forexample
Allrelevant disclosures appear onthelastpageis) ofthis report Page 5



Sharon Jenkins - UNE Review 205.pdf Page 6

the fewer thechanges tothecurrent hot-cut process, themore the Bells would be willing togiveon the
economic impairment analysis The greater theroleolthestates. themore the IXCs and CLECs would be
willing togiveonthe terms ofthe transition Thus, untilone can analyze allthedifferent elements ofthe
decision. itwill be difficult todetermine where and how soon UNE-P will be phased out. Butingeneral, we
would notbe surprised Icsee Some hind cfdeal that ultimately provides less UNE-P relieftothe Bells (though
still significant), butgreater relief onbroadband.

Additional Informaten Available Upon Request

Allrelevant disclosures appear onthe{astpage(s) ofthis report Page 6
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Additional information isavalable upon request The information contained herein has been prepared from sources believed
reliable butisnotguaranteed byusandisnotacomplete summary orstatement ofallavailable data. nor isitconsidered an
offerobuy orsell any secunnes referred toherein. Opinions expressed are subject tochange without notce and donottake
into aceount the particular Investment objectives, financial situation orneeds ofindividual investors Employees of Legg
Mason Wood Walker. Inc. orits aftiliates may, attimes. release written ororal commentary, technical analysis ortrading
sirategies that differ from theopinions expressed Within Noinvestments or services mentioned are available inthe European
Economic Area foprivale customers crtoanyone inCarada other than aDesignated Institution Legg Mason Wood Walker.
Inc isamultidisciplined financial services firm thatregulady reeks investment banking assignments and compensation from
1Issuers for services Including. butnotlimited to, acting as an underwriter inanoffering orfinancial advisor inamerger or
acquisition, orserving as aplacement agent forprivate transactions. ©fthe securities we rate, 47% are rated Buy,49%are
rated Hold. and 4% arerated Sell. Within the last 12 months, cur firm has provided Investment banking sewices for 27%,

18% and 19% ofthe companies whoss shares arerated Buy. Hold and Sell, respectively. Legg Mason Wood Walker, Ing.’s
research analysts receive compensation thatisbased upon (among Otherfactors) Legg Mason Wood Walker. Inc.'s overall
invesiment banking revenues Ourinvestment rating system isthree tiered, defined asfollows. BUY -¥We expect this stock ta
outperdorm the $&P 500 by more than 10% over the next 12 months Forhigher-yielding eguties such as REITs and Utilities,
we expect alotal return inexcess of 12% over the next 12 months. HOLD -We expect this stock taperform within 10%{plus
orminus) ofthe S& P 500 over the next 12 months, AHold rating is also used forthose higher-yielding securities where we

are comfortable with thesafety ofthe dividend, butbelieve that upside inthe share price islimited. SELL -We expect this

stock \g underperform the 58P 500 by more than 10% aver the next 12 months and believe the stock could decline invalue.
We also use a Risk rating lor each security The Risk ratings are Low, Average. and High and are bared primarily =nthe
strength ofthe balance sheet and the predictability ofearnings ©Copyright 2003 Legg Mason Wood Walker, Inc

All relevant disclosures appear onthe last page(s) ofthis report Page 7
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ATTACHMENT

LINE -COUNT BREAKDOWN OF BELL END OFFICES

AN relevant disclosures appear at the end of this note

As described inthe 2/5/03 note. onc approach the FCC is discussing to can, out its UNE
impairment analysis for switching would he linked 1ot he number Of access lines in a Bell end
nffice Unbundled switching would presumably be eliminated fur end offices with more than X
number of lines and maintained lor end offices wirh less than a lower Y number of lines. with
state regulalors piven a greater role for end offices having between X and Y number of lines. If
the FCC werc (o take that approach. where the FCC draws the two lines setting presumptive
limits would hc crucial (as would the guidance it would give to state regulators for reviewing the
gray arca in the middle) To give a rough idea ofthe impact of different nrumerical standards we
have provided ihc following chart. which estimates on a national basis the number of Bell lines
per end office. So. the majority of Bell offices have less Ihan 5,000 lines. but they contain only
6% ol the lines nationwide Conversely, only 5% of Bell lines have more than 50.000 lines, but
they comtain 26% of the lines nationwide We also note. lor example. that 61% of Bell lines
nationwide are it end oflices with more than 25.000 lines

No. of Access| % of Bell . .
. . . » of Bell Lines
Lines in a Bell| End Offices Nationally
End Office Nationally
< 3,000 51 3
5,000-10,000 14 3
10,000-15,000 8 8
15,000-20,000 5 8
20,000-25,000 5 8
25,000-30,000 4 8
30,000-35,000 3 8
35,000-40,000 2 7
40,000-45,000 2 7
45,000-50,000 1 5
> 50,000 5 26
Source. Legg Mason estimales
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Additional information is availableupon request

The informafon contaimed herein has been prepared from saurces believed reliable buf is not guaranteed
by us and /s not acomplete summary or statement of all available data, nor is it considered an offer to buy
or sell any securities referred to herein Opinions expressed are subject 10 change without notice and do
not lake wto accoun! the particular investment aobjectives, financial sifuation or needs of individual
mvestors Employees of Legg Mason Wood Walker, /¢ or 15 affikates may. at limes, release wiilten or
oral commentary technical analysis or trading strategies |hal differ from the opinions expressed within
No investmen!s or seruces mentioned are available in the European Economic Area fo private cusStomers
or to anyone m Canada other than a Designated Insttution Legg Mason Wood Walker in¢ 15 a
multidisciplined  financial  services firm |hal regularly seeksinvestmen! banking assignments and
compensation from issvers for services including, but ro! fimited lo. achng as an underwriler n an
offering or financial advisor in @ merger or acqwsiion, or serving as a placement agent for prnvate
transactons  Of the secunties we rate. 47% are rated Buy, 49% are rated Hold, and 4% are rated Sell
Within the last 12 months, our firm has provided invesiment banking services for 2/%. 18% and 19% of
the comparres whose shares are rated Buy, Hold and Seil respectively Legg Mason Wood Walker, /nc's
research an afysts receive compensation lhal 15 based upon [among other factors) Legg Mason Woad
Walker, inc 's overall investment banking revenues Our investmen! ratkng Sysiem s three tiered, defined
as follows. BUY - Weexpect this stock to outperform the S8P 5W by more than 70% Over the next 12
months For higher -yieiding equities such as REITs and Utiities, we expect a folal retumn in excessof 12%
over Me nex{ 12 months HOLD - We expect this stock fo perform within  10% (pius or minus) of lhe S&P
500 OVer the next 12 months A Hold raling is afso used lor those higher -yleiding securties where we are
comfortable wilh the sately of the dividend, but beiieve |hal upside in the share pice is limited. SELL - We
expect this stock to underperform the S&P 500 by more lhan 10% Over the next 12 months and believe lhe
siock could decline in vajue Weaiso use a Risk ratng lor each secunty The Rigk ralings are Low,
Average, and High and are bared primaniy an the strength of the balance shest and the precictability  of

earnings.

& Copyright 2003 Tepp Mason Wood Walker  Inc
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INVESTOR CALL WITH STATE REGULATORS.

Because oftheimportance ofthe stale processes regarding UNEs. the Legg Mason Telecom Equity Research
team will be hosting aconference call ontoday's FCC's Triennial Review decision with four commissioners
tenlatively confirmed: David Svanda (MI)Ihomas Dunleavy (NY), Marilyn Showalter (WA), and Lila Jaber (FL)

from state Public Service Commissions on Friday. February 21,2003 atllam EST; the ¢all can beaccessed
at 888-841-5035.

Additional Infarmaton Available Upon Request

All relevant disclosures appear onthe last page(s) ofthis report Page 2
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Additional information isavailable upon request Theinformation contained herein nas been prepared from sources believed
reliable butis notguaranteed byus andisnctacomplete summary orstatemeni ofallavailable data, norisitconsidered an
offer tobuy orsell any secunties referred toherein Opinions expressed aresubject tochange without notice and donottake
into account the particular nvestment objectives, financial situation or needs ofindividual investors Employees ofLegg
Mason Wood Walher, inc oritsaffiliates may. attimes, release written ororal commentary. technical analysis crtrading
strategies thatdiffer from the opinians expressed within. No investments ocservices mentioned are available inlheEuropean
Economic Area lo private customers ortoanyone inCanada Otherthan a Derignaled Institution LeggMasor Wood Walker.
Inc isamultidisciplined financial services firm thatregulady seeks investment banking assignments and compensation from
issuers torservices including, but notlimited to,acting as an underwriter inan offering orfinancial advisor inamerger or
acquisition, orserving asaplacement agent forprivate rransactions Ofthe securities we rate, 47% arerated Buy, 49% are
rated Hold, and 4% arerated Sell Within thelast 12months, our firm has provided investrment banking services for27%,

18% and 19% ofthe companies whose shares arerated Buy, Hold and Sell, respectively. Legg Mason Wood Walker, Inc's
research analysis recewe compensation thatisbased upen (among other factors} Legg Mason Wood Walher, In¢.'s overall
investment banking revenues Qurinvestment rating system isthree tiered. defined asfollows BUY -We expect this stock to
oulperform the 5 & P 500 by more than 10%over the next 12 months Forhigher-yelding equities such as REITs and Utilities,
we expect atofal return inexcess of 12% over the next 12 months HOLD -We expect this stock toperform within 10% (plus
orminus) ofthe S &P 500 over the next 12 menths AHold rating isalso used forthose higher-yielding securities where we

are comfortable with the salety ofthedividend, buttelieve thatupside inthe share price islimited SELL -We expect this

stock lounderperform the 5&P 500 bymorethan 10% over the next 12months and believe the stock could decline in value.
Wealso use g Risk rating for each security The Risk ratings are Low. Average, andHigh andarebased primarily on the
strength of the balance sheet andthe predictability ofearnings ©Copyright 2003 Legg Mason Wood Walker, Inc

Allrelevant disclosures appear on thelast page(s) cfthis report. Page 3
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From: Bob Crenshaw

To: Michael Copps

Date: Wed, Feb 5, 2003 3:32 PM
Subject: Save the UNE Platform

Dear Commissioner Copps:

FCC Chairman Michael Powell has announced his intention to eliminate the unbundled network
element platform or UNE-P, a local market entry strategy utilized by many competitive entrants to serve
the small business and residential telecommunications marketplace. Competitive carriers serve more
than 10 million telephone lines nationwide through UNE-P. thereby affording the nation's consumers
nearly $9 billion in annual savings, facts noted by certain members of Congress in their January 24, 2003
letter to the FCC's Commissioners.

In a conversation with reporters this week, Chairman Powell made clear his view that UNE-P was
intended by Congress to be a very short-term measure that would give competitors a boost until such time
as they could build their own facilities While that may be Chairman Powell's belief, it certainly does not
reflect Congressional will. Inadopting the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("Act"). Congress expressly
provided for three paths to local telecommunications market entry. i.e., new entrants would provide service
through the construction of their own facilities, by accessing or leasing elements of incumbent local
exchange carriers' ("ILEC) networks, or by reselling ILEC services. Congress expressed no preference
for any of these strategies, choosing instead to rely on markets to determine which strategies best provide
the maximum benefit to consumers and business customers.

In direct contrast to Congress' neutral view on merits of individual strategies, Chairman Powellis
promoting a narrow industrial policy founded on his personal beliefs as to how the market should evolve,
and he has made clear his intention to use the power fist of federal regulation to force telecom markets to
conform to this "vision." Not only is Chairman Powell's position unsupportable and contrary to
Congressional intent, but it also reflects a naive view of entrepreneurial market entry strategies.
Competitive entrants into the local telecommunications market, commonly known as CLECs, do not seek
to replicate the historical and inefficient network architecture of the ILECs. Rather, they seek to innovate
and develop new applications and technologies that will enable them to offer many of the features and
functionalities associated with traditional facilities, but that do not require the massive capital outlays
associated with traditional facilities-based network buildouts. Many such new technologies are on the

horizon

The FCC's consideration of these issues arises out of both an ongoing proceeding and in response
to a decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals ("Court") in USTA v. FCC, a decision in which the Court
determined that the FCC had not adequately justified its rules requiring ILECs to make an enumerated list
of unbundled network elements ("UNEs") available to their competitors. Accordingly, the Court remanded
those rules to the FCC for further consideration, and directed the FCC to employ a more granular analysis,
taking into consideration specific characteristics of individual local markets.

Notwithstanding this mandate, Chairman Powell has indicated that the FCC should simply issue an order
with revised unbundling rules by February 20, 2003, rather than dwell on arcane details and risk "chaos in
the market." The details that Chairman Powell seeks to sidestep, if resolved unfavorably. would devastate
an entire segment of the competitive industry and result in millions of small business and residential
customers being left with no alternative to purchasing service from the ILEC. Also, this position flies in the
face of the Court's ruling, in which it criticized the FCC for failing to undertake a detailed enough analysis
in the first place. In addition, no "chaos" would ensue after February 20, 2003 if no decision is issued by
that date. CLECS have existing contracts In place with ILECs providing for access to UNES. ILEC
unbundling obligations are grounded in the 1996 Telecommunications Act and state regulatory
commissions stand ready to enforce those statutory obligations should the need arise. The FCC's
unbundling rules were overturned once before, and the then sitting FCC Chairman negotiated an
arrangement with the ILECs pursuant to which the ILECs would continue to make their network elements
available on the same rates, terms, and conditions until such time as a thoughtful and reasoned revisiting
of those rules could be undertaken by the FCC. Chairman Powell has taken no such steps here,
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preferring the "threat of chaos" to further his personal agenda, rather than conduct a thoughtful analysis
and reach an informed decision.

Based on his public statements, Chairman Powell's assault is primarily directed at local switching, one of
the network elements that the Congress specifically required the RBOCs to offer in order to gain long
distance authority. Chairman Powell, as well as certain members of Congress, has suggested that the
mere existence of a number of non-ILEC local switches is proof that CLECs' ability to provide service to
mass-market small business and residential customers will not be impaired if switching is eliminated as a
UNE. This is an uninformed view to say the least, as the mere possession of a switch is a small part of
the equation, and frankly the easy one. Indeed, the record is replete with evidence demonstrating that the
costs and operational difficulties associated with deploying a switch-based network are so enormous as to
preclude ubiquitous market entry utilizing such a strategy. To be clear, the issue for CLECs is not whether
the mere purchase of a switch is possible, but rather whether the deployment of a switched-based network
to serve mass-market customers is technically and economically feasible.

If Chairman Powell were to successfully undermine UNE-P, CLECs would be forced to attempt to deploy
their own switch-based networks ubiquitously, irrespective of their business plans or what representations
they made to the investment community. The issue is further complicated by an absurdly unrealistic
notion of the time frames required for CLECs to responsibly deploy network facilities even were
operational and economic impairments alleviated. There seems to be an expectation that these nascent
enterprises should be able to gain access to capital sufficient to replicate 100 years of infrastructure in the
blink of an eye, infrastructure, it might be added, that ILECs deployed on the backs of consumers through
rate of return regulation. Yet Chairman Powell seems strangely offended at the possibility that CLECs
might employ a market entry strategy that would allow them to sustain their operations while doing so.
Given the stark reality that the capital markets will be unwilling to invest in CLECs who wish to operate in
such a poorly conceived and risky environment, virtually all of the remaining CLECs that have managed to
survive thus far will fail.

Because of the ILECs' bottleneck control over "last-mile" facilities, CLECs that possess their own switches
are forced to deploy their networks in a manner that accommodates ILECs' historical and inefficient
network architecture. This means that CLECs must construct physical facilities between their switch and
the ILECs' premises, must build out space and place equipment at those premises, and most notably,
must work with ILECs to undergo the mass migration of their customer bases to their newly deployed
networks. In many instances the time and cost associated with these processes are so enormous as to
render them infeasible, particularlywhen serving small business and residential customers. And as for
the mass migration of CLEC customers from existing ILEC networksto CLECs' newly deployed networks,
the record reflects that there simply are no mechanisms in place to ensure an orderly and seamless mass
migration.

The discourse that is taking place in Chairman Powell's office largely centers on what hypothetical
innovations and improvements are necessary to accommodate such a mass migration, with many of the
proposed innovations having never been tested in the actual marketplace. Chairman Powell then appears
prepared to make the extraordinary leap that since various innovations and improvements are
hypothetically possible, a rule should be adopted relying on them to come to pass in the near future, and
competitors should be deprived of access to ILEC switching based on that unfounded hope. This, of
course, is placing the cart before the foal. The only rational course for the FCC to take is to first ensure
that technical and operational hurdles faced by CLECs are addressed. Only after the ILECS have proven
that they are able to address CLEC concerns can any meaningful review of the list of network elements
ILECs must make available to competitors be undertaken.
Chairman Powell stated that he does not "believe UNE-P will work on a national basis" to provide
sustainable competition, but in fact the truth is quite the opposite. UNE-P is the most stable and
sustainable method of market entry currently available to CLECs, and thus the reason ILECs have
launched a relentless assault geared towards its elimination. To those with operating knowledge of the
telecommunications industry and the state of local competition generally, the self-serving and Pernicious
nature of ILEC attacks are so transparent that it would seem inconceivable that any thoughtful or
responsible policy maker could allow such folly to resonate. Disturbingly,they have found a loyal and
faithful friend in the FCC Chairman.

The Act was a great compromise, pursuant to which the Regional Bell Operating Companies
("RBOCs") could obtain authority to offer long distance services if they complied with the Act's market
opening provisions, paramount among which is that the RBOCs open their networks to competitors. Now
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that the RBOCs have largely gotten the quid (they have received long distance authority in 35 states and
deeply penetrated many of those markets), they seek to renege on the quo. To allow the RBOCs to do so
would result in the widespread elimination of the competition that has finally started to take hold, and the
effective re-monopolization of the local telecommunications market.

Bob Crenshaw

President- Go-Comm, Inc.
972-852-2701 direct
972-484-5060 fax
http:llwww.exceleron.com/


http:llwww.exceleron
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From: Bob Crenshaw

To: Michael Copps

Date: Wed, Feb 5, 2003 3.33 PM
Subject: Save the UNE Platform

February 5, 2003

Dear Commissioner Copps:
I ask your support for the continued availability of the "UNE-Platform."

My company, Go-Comm. Inc., offers local telephone service in Texas and Tennessee. The company has
achieved increasing success largely because it utilizes the combination of "unbundled network elements" -
the UNE-Platform -to serve customers. It is absolutely critical that we have continued access to the
UNE-Platform to remain competitive.

Unfortunately, the Regional Bell Operating Companies have launched a full-scale attack on the
UNE-Platform. realizing it is a major threat to their continued market dominance. Their strategy is to
impose certain restrictions on individual network elements that would destroy the competitive value of the
UNE-Platform. Ifthe RBOCs succeed, it will all but end any chance for consumers to enjoy the benefits of
meaningful competition in local phone service.

Please oppose any effort at the Federal Communications Commission or at state agencies to limit the
availability of the UNE-Platform. The UNE-Platform should be firmly and permanently established as a
viable service option for competitive telecom carriers.

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

Bob Crenshaw

President- Go-Comm, Inc
972-852-2701 direct
972-484-5060 fax
http://www.go-comm.com


http://http.Ilw.go-comm.com
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BornerSTone

TELEPHONE COMPANY

Feb. 6.2003

Dear Commissioner Michael J. Copps,
| ask your support for the continued availability ofthe “UNE-Platform.”

My company. CornerStone Telephone Company, offers local telephone service in New York
State. The company has achieved increasing success largely because it utilizes the combination
of “unbundled network elements™ — the UNE-Platform - to serve customers. It is absolutely
critical that we have continued access to the UNE-Platform to remain competitive.

Unfortunately, the Regional Bell Operating Companies have launched a full-scale attack on the
UNE-Platform, realizingit is a major threat to their continued market dominance. Their strategy
is to impose certain restrictions on individual network elements that would destroy the
competitive value of the UNE-Platform. If the RBOCs succeed. it will all but end any chance for
consumers to enjoy the benefits of meaningful competition in local phone service.

Please oppose any effort that will limit the availability of the UNE-Platform. The UNE-Platform
should be firmly and permanently established as a viable service option for competitive telecom
carriers.

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

Robert G. Deeb
Agent Manager
Cornerstone Telephone Company
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From: Bob Hale

To: Michael Copps

Date: Wed, Feb 5,2003 5:16 PM
Subject: Please keep UNE-P alive

Dear Commissioner Michael J. Copps,

I am writing to request the UNE-P platform be saved at the upcoming "Triennial Review" scheduled for
February 13.

My company, Granite Telecommunications, LLC is a premier provider of competitive local exchange
telecommunications services in the Verizon and BellSouth service territories to over ten thousand
subscribers. Granite also provides a host of competitive interexchange services. Granite's local exchange
services are currently provided primarily utilizing Verizon and BellSouth unbundled loops, transport. and
switching under the incumbents' unbundled network element - platform ("UNE-P'). Granite relies on
UNE-P by necessity, due to the highly limited availability of competitive vendors of switching and transport
facilities, and significant switch and facility deployment costs, which render incumbent UNE-P the only
economically viable service medium available to Granite today.

Because of the ILECs' bottleneck control over "last-mile" facilities, CLECs that possess their own switches
are forced to deploy their networks in a manner that accommodates ILECs' historical and inefficient
network architecture. This means that CLECs must construct physical facilities between their switch and
the ILECs' premises, must build out space and place equipment at those premises, and most notably,
must work with ILECs to undergo the mass migration of their customer bases to their newly deployed
networks. In many instances the time and cost associated with these processes are So enormous as to
render them infeasible, particularly when serving small business and residential customers. And as for
the mass migration of CLEC customers from existing ILEC networks to CLECs' newly deployed networks,
the record reflects that there simply are no mechanisms in place to ensure an orderly and seamless mass

migration.

Itis for these reasons | request the UNE-P platform be saved

Sincerely

Bob Hale

Chief Executive Officer

Granite Telecommunications, LLC
234 Copeland Street

Quincy, MA 02169

phone 781 884 5550

fax 781 848 7955

celifhome 703 587 8960

website: www.granitenet.com


http://www.granitenet.com
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From: Bob Morrison

To: Michael Copps

Date: Wed, Feb 5,2003 7:26 PM
Subject: Save the UNI-P Platform

Please see attached.

Thank you

Bob Morrison

The Morrison Group

463 Pennsfield Place

Suite 200

Thousand Oaks, CA 91360
805-495-1972 Phone
805-495-6860 Fax
WWW.morrisongroup. net
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:MORRISON
Group

February 5, 2003

To whom it may concern
| ask your support for the continued availability of the “UNE-Platform.”

My company. The Morrison Group, offers local telephone and long distance consulting service in
California. We have numerous clients as well in other Stales as well. Our company has achieved
increasing success largely because it utilizes the combination of “unbundled network elements”—
the UNE-Platform - to serve our customers. It is absolutely critical that we have continued
access lo the UNE-Platform to remain competitive and not let SBC take over the Telecom

market.

Unfortunately, the Regional Bell Operating Companies have launched a full-scale attack on the
UNE-Platform, realizing itis a major threat to their continued market dominance. Their strategy
is to impose certain restrictions on individual network elements that would destroy the
competitive value ofthe UNE-Platform. Ifthe RBOCs succeed, it will all but end any chance for
consumersto enjoy the benefits of meaningful competition in local phone service.

Please oppose any effort that will limit the availability of the UNE-Platform. The UNE-Platform
should be firmly and permanently established as a viable service option for competitive telecom
carriers.

Thanhyou very much for your time and attention to this important matter.

Hob Morrison.

President
The Morrison Group
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From: Brad James

To: Michael Copps

Date: Thu, Feb 6,2003 12:37 PM
Subject: Save the UNE-Platform
Regards,

Brad James

James Communications

Corporate Telecommunications Consulting since 1987
http://www.jamescom.com

16161 Ventura Boulevard

Penthouse 602

Encino, California 91436

Phone: 1-800-745-4170x 101
Fax: 1-800-745-4190
Email. Brad@JamesCom.com

Local and Long Distance Services - Voice - Data -Wireless
Operator Services - Internet Access - Web Hosting
Phone Systems -Voice Mail Systems

For more information on our wide variety of products and services
please visit our web site at: http:/fwww.JamesCom.Com/

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are
addressed. If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible
for delivering the e-mail to the intended recipient, be advised that you

have received this e-mail in error and that any use, dissemination,
forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If

you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify the sender
at James Communications by telephone at (800) 745-4170 or reply to this
email and delete the message. Thank you very much.


http://w
mailto:Brad@JamesCom.com
http://http,//www.JamesCom.Com
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February 5, 2003

Dear Mr. Copps
1 ask your support for the continucd availabilily of the “U/NE-Platform.

My company, James Communications, offers local telephone service in Southern California. The company has
achieved increasing success largely because it utilizes the combination of *unbundled network elements.' - the UNE-
Platform - 1o serve customers. 1t is absolutely critical that we have continued access to the UNE-Platform to remain
competilive.

Unfortunately, the Regional Bell Operating Companies haw launched a full-scale attack on the UNE-Platform
realizing it is a major threat lo iheir continucd marker duminance Their sirategy is to impose cenain restrictions on
individual network elements that would destroy the competitive value of the UNE-Platform. |fthe RBOCs succeed,
it will all bul end any chance for consumers 1o enjoy the henelits of meaningful competition in local phone service

Pleusc oppose any ¢ffort that will limit the availability ofthe UNE-Platform. 'The UNE-Platform should be firmly
and permanent]y established as a viuble service option for competitive telecom carriers

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Brad James

President
lames Communications
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Access( he

February 5", 2003

Dear Commissioner Michael Copps:
| ask your support for the continued availability o fthe “UNE-Platform.”

My company, Access One, offers local telephone service in select SBC territories. The
company has achieved increasing success largely because it utilizes the combination of
“unbundled network elements“— the UNE-Platform - 10 serve customers. Itis absolutely
critical that we have continued access to the UNE-Platform to remain competitive.

Unfortunately, the Regional Bell Operating Companies have launched a full-scale attack
on the UNE-Platform, realizingit is a major threat to their continued market dominance.
Their strategy is to imposc certain restrictions on individual network elements that would
destroy the competitive value of the UNE-Platform. Ifthe RBOCs succeed, it will all but
end any chance for consumers to enjoy the benetits of meaningful competition in local
phone service.

Please oppose any etfort ar the Federal Communications Contmission or at state agencies
w it the avadlability of the UNF-Platform. The UNE-Pladform should be Tirmiy and
permanently established as a viable serviee option for competitive telecom carriers.

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

Brian Barkley
President
Access One Incorporated
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From: Brian Komanetsky

To: Kathleen Abernathy. Michael Copps, KM KIMWEB, Commissioner Adelstein
Date: Wed, Feb 5, 2003 4:33 PM

Subject: UNE-Platform

Please see attached.
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2.05.03

Dear Cominissioner.

I ask your support for the continued availability ofthe “UNE-Platform.”

My company, [company name], offers local telephone service in [geographic service territories].
The company has achieved increasing success largely because it utilizes the combination of
“unbundled network elements™ - the UNE-Platform - to serve customers. It is absolutely critical
that we have continued access to the UNE-Platform to remain competitive.

Unfortunately, the Regional Bell Operating Companies have launched a full-scale attack on the
UNE-Platform, realizing it is amajor threat to their continued market dominance. Their strategy
is to impose ccrtain restrictions on individual network elements that would destroy the
competitive value ofthe UNE-Platform. If the RBOCs succeed, it will all but end any chance for
consumers to enjoy the benefits of meaningful competition in local phone service.

Please oppose any effort that will limit the availability of the UNE-Platform. The UNE-Platform
should be firmly and permanently established as a viable service option for competitive telecom
carriers.

Thank you very much for your time and attention | o this important matter.

Sincerely,

Brian Komanetsky

Kom-Tel Consulting Services
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From: Clark Crumer

To: Michael Copps

Date: Wed, Feb 5, 2003 4:48 PM
Subject: Save the UNE-Platform

Dear Michael J. Copps
This email is in regards to the Triennial Review including the fate of UNEs and the UNE-Platform,

As a small business sole proprietor who resells Telecommunications services, | would like you to know
that abolishing UNE's and the UNE-Platform will eliminate a huge revenue base for myself and countless
other small business owners. UNE allows me to give my clients a real full service solution.

In my occupational life | have been an engineer for SBC and A consultant for Hewlett Packard in regards
to telecommunication services for the largest of carriers. | have seen both sides of the fence so to speak
and believe that the current UNE-P structure benefits the end user the most. The competition generated
and the creation of an even playing field for all is available today. By eliminating the UNE-Platform you will
be destroying all the work and planning that has already been done and you will set the
telecommunications industry once again back in the hands of the "biggest kids on the block".

Thank You,

Clark

Clark D Crumer

NorthStar Technologies

Voice & Data Services
888-408-7344

clark@ncrth star-technologies.com
www. northstar-technologies.com


http://northstar-technologies.com
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From: Clayton Munson

To: Michael Copps

Date: Thu, Feb 6, 2003 10:08 AM
Subject: UNE-P

Dear Commissioner:
| ask your support for the continued availability of the UNE-Platform

| am a consumer who uses Talk America, which offers local telephone service
in New Jersey. The company has achieved increasing success largely because
it utilizes the combination of unbundled network elements the

UNE-Platform - to serve customers. It is absolutely critical that

competitive local carriers have continued access to the UNE-Platformto
remain competitive, and benefit consumers.

Unfortunately, the Regional Bell Operating Companies have launched a
full-scale attack on the UNE-Platform. realizing it is a major threat to

their continued market dominance. Their strategy is to impose certain
restrictions on individual network elements that would destroy the

competitive value of the UNE-Platform. If the RBOCs succeed, it will all but
end any chance for consumers to enjoy the benefits of meaningful competition
in local phone service.

Please oppose any effort that will limit the availability of the
UNE-Platform. The UNE-Platform should be firmly and permanently established
as a viable service option for competitive telecom carriers.

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this important matter

Sincerely,

Clayton G. Munson

Add photos to your messages with MSN 8. Get 2 months FREE'.
http //join. msn.com/?page=features/featuredemail
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From: cynthia

To: Michael Copps

Date: Wed, Feb 5,2003 4.48 PM
Subject: UNE-P cornpetion

I think SBC has unbelieveable nerve crying in television ads about wanting to get into long distance, and
how unfair it is to customers as far as pricing and competition, while trying to do away with competition for
local service through the UNE-Ps as it is today. Disgusting ! But normal for SBC !!

Sincerely.

Hans Herrmann
North Aurora, IL
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From: Dan Carmody

To: Michael Copps

Date: Thu, Feb 6,2003 1126 AM
Subject: UNE-P

As a consumer | am appalled with the was the Reform Act of 1996 has been treated by the FCC and the
RBOC, hand in hand bringing about the ruin of many start up companies due to the uncertainty of
regulation and how authorities will effect the Law. | was abused by SBC as a business consumer when we
switched to birch, a CLEC. They disconnected lines where they knew they were not supposed to, they
disconnected service and made it hard on Birch to provide us the service we needed. Eventually we had
to switch back to SBC just to avoid potential for service disruption. We have 20 lines.

UNE was branded as the way to bring about meaningful competition. Your oversight has been whip
sawing providers, the investment community, and consumers. Please put this to rest once and for all so
we can go about the future knowing what is going to be allowed and what is not going to be tolerated.
Support the future of UNE-P and the CLEC industry Do not allow the RBOC to push the law to the
wayside. Consumers, investors, and small businesses need an open architecture, open switches, and
access to the last mile at a reasonable and fair rate.

Dan Carmody
San Antonio, Texas
210-821-5080 Ext. 132
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Fcebruars 6. 2003

MNecar Commissioner Michael J. Copps:
lask your support for the continued availability 0f the “UNE-Platform.”

My company. CornerStione Telephonc. offers local welephone service inNew York State. The company has achieved
increasing success largely becausc it utilizes the combination of “unbundled network elements” — the UNE-Platform
- to serve customers. It is absolwtely critical that we have continued access to the UNE-Platform to remain
competitive.

Untortunately. the Regional Bell (Operating Companies have launched a {ull-scale attack on the UNE-Platform,
realizingit is @ major threat to their continued market dominance. T heir strategy isto impose certain resinictions on
individual network clements that would destroy 1he competitive value ofthe UNE-Platform. Ifthc RBOCs succeed.
it will all hut end any chance for consumers to enjoy the benefits ol meaningful compeliiinn in local phone service.

Please oppose my ¢ffort that will limit the availability of the UNE-Platform. 1'hc UNE-Platform should bs firmly
and permanently estabhshed as a viable service option lor competitive telecom carriers.

Thank you very much for your time and attention 1o this important inaner

Sincerels

Danicl Yamin
CEO/Partner
CornerStone ‘| elephone Company
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From: Dave Beckett

To: Michael Copps

Date: Wed, Feb 5, 2003 9:08 PM
Subject: Let the UNE-P environment continue

From my current experience and past experience | can say that small businesses benefit greatly from
competitive LEC alternatives. Many good CLECs cannot progress without the UNE-P provision.

Dave Beckett

Stellar Communications LLC
Dave@StellarCom biz

(503) 699-5505  (503)699-1002 Fax
(866) DataCom  (866) 328-2266

www.StellarCom.biz
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From: David G. Wilming

To: Michael Copps

Date: Thu, Feb6,2003 9.45 AM
Subject: UNEP

Dear Kevin:

} am writing to urge your support of the UNEs and the UNE-Platform and stress its importance to local
phone competition, consumer choice, and the small business economy.

Sincerely,

David G Wilming

This message may contain confidential and trade secret information and is subject to the Economic
Espionage Act of 1996. For recipient's use only If you have received this message in error, please delete
immediately, and alert the sender.



